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Abstract
Social innovation is defined as new ideas or solution proposals to the needs of humans which have not been fulfilled to
increase their life standards and welfare. Although after 1990s
attentions, there are few empirical studies on this subject yet. The aim of this study is to develop a valid and reliable social 
innovation instrument at individual level. In this regard, a comprehensive field study was conducted. The field study consists
of 767 senior university students from various faculties of 10 universities reflecting different geographical and socio-
economic levels to provide a country-wide generalization. According to the findings, a reliable and valid social innovation
scale is employed unidimensionally with eight items.
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1. Introduction
Max Webber is the first one who brings the concept of social innovation as social inventions in the late 19th
century. The need for social innovation and its necessity to be taken together with the technological innovation to
provide economical effectiveness come into the scene in 1930s by Joseph Schumpeter. Thus, social innovation is
argued in a continuum in the current literature. As a concept, social innovation means developing original and 
sustainable ideas to the problems that ranging in a spectrum from working conditions to education, individual to
societal development, monitoring health and environment to climate changes.
On the one side of the continuum, social innovations are assessed as complimentary to technological
innovations in the organizational settings (i.e. Freeman, 1988; Schumpeter, 1934; Drucker, 1985). In this
discipline, social innovation is defined as individual and/or institutional change to increase organizational
competitiveness. The necessity of social innovation in providing economic effectiveness (Schumpeter, 1934;
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1942) is emphasized on other aspects such as social, political and cultural as an important tool (Moulaert et al., 
improvements in human resources management (Thom, 1990, p. 183) and enhancements of productivity of work 
force (Pot & Vaas, 2008, p. 468). In line with the idea, Freeman (1988) implies that none of the Japanese 
technological development would have been possible without changes in the education and training of the work 
force and a set of related social changes within the organizational settings (Mahdjoubi, 1997).  
On the other side of the continuum, social innovation is finding concrete ways to deal with social and 
economic problems so as to make a real difference in the lives of real people (Goldenberg, 2004b, p. 3). In this 
study, social innovation is taken into consideration with this end of the continuum.  
Although in the literature, there are many narrative studies on social innovation, empirical studies are limited. 
Furthermore, there is no instrument that measures the social innovation tendencies of people where individuals of 
a nation have the utmost importance in the processes of social innovation. The aim of this study is to fill this gap 
by developing an instrument that measuring social innovation tendency at individual level.  
2. Social innovation 
In recent years, society as a whole take place in social innovations mostly to engage in finding proper 
solutions to their daily life problems. Moreover, their importance in individual, organizational and societal levels 
is also highlighted. There is no single way to solve complex social problems and an innovative approach is 
becoming a necessity to overcome these problems (Conger, 2009). The importance and the role of social 
innovation for SMEs and under developed regions (Woolcock, 1998; Cooke & Wills, 1999), problems occurred 
with the increased urbanization and the value of social innovation in urban development (i.e. Marx; Adler) have 
been studied by many researchers both in individual and societal levels. In the literature, to make troubled people 
emphasized (Nussbaumer & Moulaert, 2004; Gerometta et al., 2005; Moulaert et al., 2007; Zhang & Swanson, 
2010).  
Social innovation is finding concrete ways to deal with social and economic problems so as to make a real 
difference in the lives of real people (Goldenberg, 2004b, p. 3). Social innovation is defined as the development 
and application of new or improved activities, initiatives, services, processes and application & development of 
goods designed to address social and economic challenges faced by individuals and communities (Goldenberg, 
2004a; Tanimoto & Doi, 2007; Neamtan, 2003).  
Mulgan et al. (2006, p. 1
efficient, effective and sustainable new solution to a social problem or by starting with an existing solution to 
create a social value rather than an individual value. 
Conger (1974) describes social innovation as the new code of laws, an organization or a method that changes 
common or individual relations. Furthermore, by the help of social innovations, individuals are getting used to 
invented (Conger, 1974); and these kinds of innovations are changing the way of social development better than 
the old school techniques. Social innovation deals with cultural and social institutions and education system such 
as improving the standards of life and development of human resources (Mahdjoubi, 1997). 
Micro level aims of social innovations contain satisfying social needs, improving living standards 
continuously, enrichment of capabilities of individuals/groups and increasing production capacity of an 
organization. In the macro level, social innovation is related to a general change in the society, eliminating 
inequalities and providing sustainable development (Buchegger & Ornetzeder, 2000). 
Considering the definitions, in general, there are three common traits about social innovation: a need, an 
effective solution, and benefiting from the solution in individual, organizational or societal level. First of all, a 
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social innovation should be created; second, this innovation needs to generate a change and third, it should be 
accepted or internalized when it comes to apply. 
Social innovation is not only finding new solutions and concepts, but also spreading the current solutions and 
sometimes improving it in details (Weber & Perkins, 1992). Moreover, it is the monitoring and assessment of 
initial outcomes provided a basis for progressive refinement and extension of an initial idea resulting in 
assessments that lead to the development of new technologies needed to support a set of distinctly social 
innovations (Mumford, 2002, p. 259).  
Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt (2005) think that it is a good starting point to explain social innovation by using 
technological innovation typology: Product, Process, Position and Paradigm. For instance, an improved new 
language program in order to improve the integration of minorities can be considered as a product innovation. 
This program can be communicated via internet (which is a process innovation) and can be targeted to a new 
immigrant group (position innovation). An example of paradigm innovation can be one that opens a new era for a 
 future by providing them several rights such as to elect and to be elected. 
Social innovation is a kind of creativity in providing new social interaction ways, new policies, new industries 
and institutions (Damanpour, 1991; Drazin, Glynn, & Kazajian, 1999; Gryskiewicz, 2000) like the foundation of 
International Monetary Fund. The success of social innovations depends on being culturally acceptable, 
economically sustainable and technologically applicable. Also, developing social innovations in the same speed 
with technological innovation (mechanically, chemically, electronically, etc.) is hard. Acceptance from a wide 
group and implementation of social innovations can take quite a long time. For instance, the concept 
weden; however, the second ombudsman position was not created 
until 1919 (110 years later) in Finland. After that time, others were established in Denmark, Norway and New 
Zealand. Since the Sumerians, changing education and training principles and laws, educational institutions and 
new techniques provide a base to present state of education and training system (Westfall, 1998) and still it is 
continuing to evolve.   
Social system is improved by the supportive social innovations that come with the triggering social 
innovation. For instance, after the establishment of the courts, although they are individually appeared terms such 
as judge, jury, lawyer, case, defense, new laws and law schools are all become parts of a bigger picture named 
can be libraries. The reason beyond the establishment of libraries and create membership system is to make 
books available to people (Mumford, 2002, p. 257) and nowadays individual internet access to e-libraries is an 
example of continuous improvement in innovations. 
Whenever there is an innovation in education, further innovations following a social innovation in the field of 
education makes education system more effective. Some of the contemporary implications of these innovations 
in Turkish education system are; in-class educations, attendance requirements, compulsory preschool education, 
test improvements, counselor support, online education broadcast and life-long learning programs. Moreover, 
computer-
time and -
based long distance education is also admitted as an important social innovation (Conger, 2009). 
Widespread use of automobiles is not only a reason of modern production lines and advance internal 
combustion engine technology, but also a series of social innovation like driving courses, road signs, employment 
of parking lots employees and traffic officers (Mulgan et al., 2007, p. 34). Furthermore, increased energy 
dependency also leads to researches on alternative and renewable energy sources.  
Social innovation is not only related to individuals or not-for-profit organizations. Besides, politicians and 
governments (i.e. new methods for a healthier society), markets (i.e. farmers market specialized on organic food), 
movements (fair trade), social organizations (i.e. micro credit models for low income groups) and academics 
(pedagogical models for bringing up a child) are also agents of social innovations. Moreover, by the time pass, 
many social innovations are also taking place in many business sectors and in every aspects of social life.   
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3. Methodology and implications 
The aim this study is to develop an individual level measurement in order to understand the perception of 
social innovation by using survey method. The scale was constructed after a deep literature review. Considering 
definitions and propositions in the literature, an attitude scale consisting of 24 questions was developed. The 
scale was formed by taking into account of a group of competent expert opinion from management and 
organization, technology management and sociology. 
Survey form is composed of two parts: (1) demographic characteristics (2) Likert type social innovation scale. 
In this agreeme
disagrees with a statement in the questionnaire. In order to reach to the highest response rate possible, every 
aspect of the points mentioned in the literature was considered.  
Since university students are accepted as the pioneers of innovative thinking and the potential social 
innovators, senior university students with different socio-economic, geographical and cultural backgrounds from 
 
Survey forms were sent to 10 universities located in several cities -Ankara (2), Istanbul (2), Aydin, Kocaeli, 
Engineering, Educational Sciences, Science and Letter, Architecture, Political Sciences, Economics and 
Administrative Sciences, Tourism, Fisheries and Vocational school participated in voluntary base. To make aim 
and scope of the study and the questionnaire items clear, volunteer academics gave detailed information to the 
participants.  
Randomly selected 767 students both from public and foundation universities were participated in the field 
study. It is determined that the supposed sample is good enough to represent the society as a whole. A sample 
that composed of senior university students representing the society provides a homogeneous construct. Thus, it 
eliminates to check the critic demographic variables such as age, education, experience etc. (Mueller & Thomas, 
2000, p. 69). 
 
4. Analysis and findings 
 
Two steps data collection method was used: (1) pilot study in order to develop the scale and (2) final analysis. 
 
4.1. Pilot study to develop the Scale and Factor Analyses 
 
A pilot study was conducted in order to investigate the reliability and validity of the supposed social 
innovation scale. 24 items were included to the survey in pilot study as shown in the Table 1.  
 
Pilot study was conducted by total of 101 students (31 male and 70 female) from Engineering Faculty, Faculty 
of Science and Letters, Technical Education Faculty and Faculty of Medicine at Firat University. Randomly 
selected participants filled the survey within one month period. Collected data were assessed with SPSS 15.0 
software package. 24 items were measured as follows: 5 (Strongly Agree), 4 (Agree), 3 (Neither Disagree nor 
Agree), 2 (Disagree) and 1 (Strongly Disagree). Negative items were coded in reverse.  
Validity expresses to what extend the scale is measuring what it aims to measure. Because the concept is 
related individual and social level beyond innovativeness and entrepreneurship, academics from business, 
management and sociology were asked for content validity, whether the measure is appropriate and what if the 
number of items is adequate.  
Factor loadings were investigated in order to understand the expected matches between the latent and 
observed variables. In factor analysis, number of factors was determined by eigenvalue of one or above.  
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In the next step, varimax rotation was used to provide unidimensionality and the test was preceded till the 
factors were gathered in one factor. Factor loadings of  0.45 and above are considered satisfactory. Thus, this 
value was considered as cutting point. Factor analyses were repeated by eliminating the items with the loadings 
below 0.45.  
In Table-2 discriminant validity results are summarized to show factor construct and in Table-3 findings of 
reliability and validity can be found.  
 
Table 1. Scale items in pilot study 
Item  Statements 
Q1 I am interested in social issues.  
Q2 I make an effort to increase the standard of human life.  
Q3 I look for solutions to create political and social changes in society. 
Q4 I believe that in order to provide a sustainable societal development, first step is to make a change in people mind.  
Q5 I want to develop new training techniques to increase the innovative capacity of the community. 
Q6 I would like to improve the quality of community life by developing social services and new products. 
Q7 I would use new technologies to solve problems and find solutions to social requirements. 
Q8 I look for ways to increase social participation and cooperation in the society. 
Q9 I create novel ideas that will generate social value and make society more effective. 
Q10 I believe that technological innovations are not sufficient to improve living standards alone with social, human and organizational development.  
Q11 I have potential to make improvements in social arenas (education, health, environment, art and economics, etc.). 
Q12 I believe that social innovations have a great importance on creating long-term healthy economies. 
Q13 I look for opportunities that will change social norms and rules. 
Q14 I would like to be useful for community without expectation of any financial benefit. 
Q15 I find out the problems and appropriate solutions to the society to change the system.  
Q16 I continuously run for opportunities by pushing the limited sources at hand.  
Q17 I feel responsibility to do something on social problems.  
Q18 Making a difference in society is more important for me than an individual success.  
Q19 Sharing social problems with people (starting with the close environment) is a pleasure for me. 
Q20 I take active roles in social formations such as non-profit organizations, foundations, politics etc. 
Q21 I prefer to make a social change/creating a social value than an innovation in trade or financial value.  
Q22 I rely on empathy and help people.  
Q23 I believe that I am not capable of solving societal problems by my own. (-) 
Q24 I believe that to make an effort against social problems are not my job. (-) 
 
As to varimax rotation analysis, multidimensional (eight) factor construct of social innovation tendency was 
shown. Eight factors explain 64.60 % of total variance.  
High degree explained variance in multidimensional construct is an indicator that shows the construct is well 
measured. In the continuous analysis, unidimensional factor construct was found explaining 53.078 % of total 
variance. Therefore, prominent factors, total variance in items and total variance of scale are explaining the 
majority of variance. With a total explained variance of 50 % and factor loadings of 0,65 and above, the validity 
is also supported. 
Reliability is the consistency of measuring instr
reliability. Alpha coefficient is supposed to be 0.70 or more to consider the scale is reliable (Nunnaly, 1978). In 
the analysis, the items that decrease the alpha value were eliminated and elimination was stopped when the 
desired value was reached. Alpha value of 0.776 is quite satisfactory considering the criteria of above 0.70 (also 
shown in Table 3). 
  
127 Cagri Bulut et al. /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  82 ( 2013 )  122 – 130 
Table 2. Findings of principle components analysis 
# Factors 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Q14 .785               
Q10 .697            
Q7 .633          
Q8 .592          
Q13 .553             
Q11  .759           
Q15  .625           
Q6  .533           
Q9   .468             
Q4   .461 .           
Q1     .749           
Q12     .634           
Q2     .580 .511         
Q22    .825         
Q21      .809       
Q5      .558       
Q24        .688     
Q20        -.650     
Q18      .406 .572     
Q17        .465     
Q23         -.757   
Q19         .506   
Q16           .701 
Q3               -.529 
 
Table 3. Reliability and validity 
# Factor Loadings  Total variance explained (%) 
Q7 .778 
.776 53.078 
Q8 .758 
Q13 .712 
Q14 .712 
Q10 .678 
19 items were excluded from social innovation tendency scale considering their negative effects on factor 
construct. Other than these, because of not loading as expected, 5 items were also excluded. 4 items were added 
to questionnaire in the coming survey in order to provide content validity. In the end, 9-item-scale was reached.  
 
4.2. Final analysis 
 
Demographics of 767 senior university students in the field study after pilot study are shown in Table 4.  
Table 4. Demographics 
Age  Frequency % 
19-20 81 12.8 
21-24 551 69.6 
25-29 122 15.9 
> 30 13 1.7 
Sex    
Female 298 38.9 
Male  469 61.1 
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Respondents  are living in 74 different cities which support the homogeneity of the sample (Table 5). 
 
Table 5. Family residency of respondents 
Family residency Frequency % Family residency Frequency % 
Ankara 162 21.1 Izmir 24 3.1 
Istanbul 117 15.3 Mersin 23 3.0 
Kocaeli 34 4.4 Adana 22 2.9 
Elazig 28 3.7 Other cities (66 cities) 330 43 
Malatya 27 3.5 Total 767 100 
Frequency of respondents based on faculties is also shown in Table-6. 
 
Table 6. Distribution of respondents based on faculties 
 
Faculty Frequency % 
Science and Letters 92 12.1 
Engineering and Architecture 188 24.8 
Economics and Administrative Sciences  168 22 
Political Sciences 40 5 
Education 104 13.7 
Medicine 27 3.3 
Fisheries 15 1.9 
Tourism and Hotel Management 47 6.1 
Vocational School 86 11.1 
 
Exploratory factor analysis was examined to find out factor construct. As mentioned in Table-7, analysis was 
started with 9 items.  
Table 7. Factor Loadings 
# Items Factor Loadings 
Q1 I would like to improve the quality of community life by developing social services and new products. 0.742 
Q2 I look for solutions to create political and social changes in society. 0.646 
Q3 I want to develop new training techniques to increase the innovative capacity of the community. 0.715 
Q4 I would use new technologies to solve problems and find solutions to social requirements. 0.570 
Q5 I look for ways to increase social participation and cooperation in the society.  0.777 
Q6 I create novel ideas that will generate social value and make society more effective. 0.696 
Q7 I believe that technological innovations are not sufficient to improve living standards alone with social, human and organizational development. - 
Q8 I look for opportunities that will change social norms and rules. 0.582 
Q9 I would like to be useful for community without expectation of any financial benefit. 0.559 
 0.858  Total Variance Explained (%): 51.382 
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Table-7 reflects the findings of varimax rotation results of principle components analysis. 1 item was excluded 
as negatively affecting the construct. Other than item 7, all items were loaded as expected with the factor 
loadings of above 0.55.  
As to exploratory factor analysis, factor loading of a group of items that belong to one factor is the signal of 
unidimensionality. In this analysis, when the eigenvalue cut off point was determined as 1, loading of every 
group of items to only one factor show the unidimendionality. Thus, as to the results, unidimensional factor 
construct for social innovation tendency is determined. The resulted 9-item-scale of pilot study was reduced to 8-
item-scale. Table-7 shows items of final scale. These 8 items explain 51 % of total variance. Cronbach alpha 
value of 0.858 is also quite a good value showing the reliability of the scale.  
 
5. Conclusion  
 
The aim of this study is to develop an instrument that measures individual level social innovation tendency. 
Considering the lack of empirical studies in this subject and in accordance with the importance of the concept for 
the society, a scale was developed after a deep literature review and a comprehensive field study focusing on 
university students.  
Conceptual social innovation studies are limited where there is no empirical social innovation studies are 
conducted in Turkey. The awareness provided by and the scientific contribution of the study are especially 
expected to an important tool for coming graduates as the potential scientists and managers as well as all 
stakeholders that constitute the national innovation systems.  
Social innovations have direct effects on technological innovations by the way of creating change in many 
aspects of life in the historical progress of education, health, traffic systems and alike. Social innovations also 
affect national productivity in an indirect way by improving work force potential and capabilities. Thus, social 
innovations may be seen as one of the complementary and driver force of technological innovations.  
Collectivist culture of Turkey creates expectations about existed and accumulated knowledge lead people to 
socially beneficial solutions to social problems. Thus, collectivist cultural traits of Turkish people would be better 
to determine them as willing and amenable to social innovations.  
Especially researchers who conduct studies on university students can get a great benefit from this developed 
scale considering the validity and reliability of the scale. Studies that focus on different sample groups such as 
sectoral, regional or national would need to repeat validity and reliability tests in order to adopt the scale. 
However, all researchers can benefit from the scale in their studies related to innovations. With the studies that 
will be conducted by non-profit organizations, social entrepreneurs and foundations, the scale can be improved.  
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